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CELA S

December 19,2012 i) Yeir

Jef£S. Jordan, Esquire.
Supetvisory Attotriey

Office of the General Counsel
Fedéral Election: Commission
999 E:Street, NW
Washington, DC 20463

Re:  MUR.6672: Bilitakis for Congress, and
The. Honorable Gus Bilirakis

Dear Mt: Jordan:
Please find attached the response of:our clients, Representative Guis: Bilirakis, Bilirakis: for
Congress and John Koulishos, as Treasutzer, to the complaint filed agiinst them in thie ibove-
referenced matter. _

Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions.

Respectfully submitted,

Waghington DG | Northern Vitginia | New Jersey. | New York | Dallag | Dénvér | -Anchoiage | Ooha | Abv Dhabi
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
In the matter of
The Honofible Gus Bilitakis
And :
Bilirakis for Congress; and
John Koulianos, as Treasurer

RESPONSE OF THE HONORABLE GUS BILIRAKIS
AND; BILIRAKIS FOR CONGRESS.TO THE COMPLAINT

This fesponds. on béhalf of our elients, The Hororable Gus Bilitakis and Bilirdkia for
Congtess, and John Koulianos, as Treasurer (collectively “Campa.lgn”), o thie notification from: thie
Federal Election Commission (“Commission”) that a complaint was filed againat them in the above-
referenced matter. The complaint was filed by a political opponent of the Carhpdign, misstates the
law, and is nothing more than a baseless, séeculaﬁve-nttnék that has no-merit. For the reasons set
forth below, the Commission should dismiss the complaint; close the:file and tike no fu:ther action.

The Actand Commission regulstions p:ohibltthe use. Gf:campjai'gn fumflg to fulfill &
commitment, obligation or expense of an individual that would exist:irrespective of the-candidate’s
campaign or dutics 1s a federal officeliolder. 2 U.S.C. 439a(b); 11 C.F.R. §§ 113.1(g), 113:2(¢). This
prohibition is commonly teferred to ay the “pessonal use” ;pzpiiibi'ti_‘on. Included among the list of
prohibited expenses ate tdmistion to sporting ofzmmeut eveaits unless part of a campaign at
-dffi&bul_dar activity, and Mbetsh.lp dues for a country club or,othet ‘reetestional chib unless part
of the costs for & fundraising or political event. Serid. §§ 1-'1'5-:1-;@((-.11')I(i)’®- & (G). Howeve, the:
Explanation and Justification (“E&J”) for-the personal use: prohibifion makes cleat that
organizations for which campsign funds are used to pay for membetship dues need only hiave an
indirect nexus to the campaign: ‘

Thcnﬂcalsoallmwsacmdxdateozofﬁceholdettousecampﬂgnﬁmdstopay

membership dues in an orgnmzaupn that thay have ‘political interests. “This would
include' community ot civic organizations that a ‘candidate or officeholdet joins in his
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or her district in otder to maintain political contacts with constituents or the business:
commumly Even though these organizations afe nof considered political
orginizatiorn under 26 U.S.C.'§ 527, they will be considered to-have unlmcal aspects-
for the purposes of this rule.

60 Fed. Reg. 7866 (Feb: 9,1995). With tespect to entectaintwient, the E&J provides, infer.alia, that

thie.rule is not intended to “include traditional canpaign activity, such as attendance at:county

picnics, organizatiorrl .éox‘lf#enti'dns-,; or othét comsninity or civicoceasions.” 14, The E&J also
states; .

[Tlhe rales do not require an explxut solicitation of ‘contributions or nake:

distinctions based on who. participates in the activity since this would be a significant

intrusion into how candidates and officeholders condnct campmgn business.
Id. Thus, Commission tsg_ulatl_pm specifically permit a candiflate.ot.officehdldet to.tise campiigi
funds to pay membeiship ducs fok civic of commutiity orgafiztions if e or:she believes theieifa
political bencfitand to use-eamp,ai'g.tll funds to participate in events sponsoied by such..oi;g_mlizaﬁons.

" Thé Complaint in the instant matter alleges that the Camp_aign_made.mcmber;hip and everit

registration p:.a,yments to the Royal Order of Jesters in violation of the personal use prohibition. S ”
C,omp,lz-int at 1. As described in one.of the Complaint’s exhibits, the Royal Order of Jesters is @
Masonic fiatemnity:that clearly qualifies as a civic or. community organization. This. is precisely the
situsiion contemplated by thrs Commission tegulations in order torprovide broad lutitude to
candidates and officcholders ta join orgarirations or attend eeents “icx his orhes 'd'is.'tri'i:t-in ordet fo
maintain palitical cantscts with constituents or the business community.” 60 F:A.R.eg 7866. The
Comphaint does not cite to any allegations involving the Tampa, Florida chapter of the Royal Ordet:
of Jesters or that its activities were purely for entertainment purposes. Commissioners Mason,
Sandstromi, McDonald, Smith, Thomas, Wold, .-'S,tn,t_emmt- of Reasons, MUR’ 5141 (*A complainant’s

unwidrranted legal conclusions from assetted facts, will not be accepted.as truie.”). The exhibits

attached t6 the complaint involve allegations from the lndiada atid New ¥ork-chaptem,.ﬁot the.

Tampa, Florida chapter. See MUR 4850 (Deloitte & Touche, LLP, et al;.'j, Statement of Reasons of
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Commissioners Darryl R. Wold, David M: Mason, afid Scott E. Thotnas at 2 (“Thé butdén of proof
does not shift to-a respondent merely because a.complaint is ﬁlzd”) Accordingly, the Complaint is
without merit and mtlnst- be dismissed. -.

For all the reasons stated:above, there is no factudl ot legal basis for: 'ﬁ:t.:dingrra.son‘ to believe
a.violation occurred in this matter. We respectfully request that thie Commission disiaiss the

complaint, close the fiie, and take no futther action ini this tatter,

PATTONBOGGS LLP.
2550 M Street, NW
‘Washington, DC 20037
P: (202) 457-6000

F: (202) 4576315

December 19, 2012
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